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S005-1
Thank you for the information. Section 1.6 discusses the "Permits,
Approvals and Regulatory Requirements" pertaining to the
proposed Project.
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S005-2
All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a Revised Draft EIR was recirculated
in March 2006 under the CEQA for an additional public review
period of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on
this topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

S005-3
Section 2.2.1 describes the process of testing the natural gas
quality and what would be done if an LNG shipment were rejected.

S005-4
The installation of shore crossing pipelines has been modified since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. Horizontal directional
drilling (HDD) is no longer being proposed for the shore crossing;
the Applicant would use horizontal directional boring (HDB) instead.
Sections 2.5 and 2.6, which describe the installation of the FSRU,
the offshore pipelines, and the shore crossing, have been updated
with additional information. Section 2.6.1 provides a description of
HDB and the depth that would be used. Appendix J4 is the
geotechnical desktop study of the shore crossing. Appendix D
contains additional information on the HDB technology, operations,
and monitoring plans.
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S005-5
See the response to Comment S005-4.

S005-6
See the response to Comment S005-4.

S005-7
Appendix D1 contains a drilling fluids release monitoring plan for
HDB.

S005-8
No HDD for stream crossing is proposed for the coastal zone. The
only location where HDD may be used is at the Santa Clara River
crossing, as described in Section 2.7.2.1. If HDD were to be used,
an HDD monitoring and spill response plan would be prepared, as
described in Section 4.8.4 under AM WAT-6b. A geotechnical and
geologic evaluation of the proposed pipeline routes is included in
Appendix J3.
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S005-9
See response to Comment S005-4. Appendix D4 provides an
explanation of the HDB pipeline installation process.

S005-10
Section 2.6.2 describes the HDB process and Figure 2.6-1 is a
schematic of the depth of the bore. The HDB exit hole is
approximately 4,000 feet offshore.

S005-11
The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques. The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is
Sandia National Laboratories' "Guidance on Risk Analysis and
Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill
Over Water." This report recommends a framework for analyses of
large LNG spills onto water. It was prepared for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE), and an external peer review panel
evaluated the analyses, conclusions, and recommendations
presented.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the current IRA, and the
U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories
independently reviewed it, as discussed in Section 4.2 and
Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

S005-12
To date, there has never been a large spill of LNG to water.
Conducting a large LNG spill to validate the models would result in
adverse environmental consequences. However, models are
commonly validated using experimental data. Section 2.3.4.2 of
Appendix C1 contains information on tests executed by the U.S.
Department of Energy and the calibration/verification of the Fire
Dynamics Simulator model used in the Independent Risk
Assessment. Appendix C1 provides additional information on this
topic, and Appendix C2, prepared by the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories, contains information on the
review and assessment of the models used.



S005-13
See the response to Comment S005-11.

S005-14
The worst credible case scenario modeled in the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA - Appendix C1) involved an intentional event
resulting in the release of 53 million gallons (200,000 m3) of LNG to
the ocean surface. Section 4.2.7.2 describes the likely potential
consequences of such a scenario. The IRA includes revised
scenarios and describes how wind speed and ocean and weather
conditions were used in the modeling.

S005-15
Table 4.2-3 has been revised and lists the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) as a lead agency for the siting of the offshore
pipelines within State waters, the shore crossing, and the metering
station. The table lists the CCC as a cooperating agency for the
design and safety regulations of the FSRU, the offshore pipelines in
Federal and State waters, and the shore crossing; and for safety
inspections and enforcement actions of offshore pipelines and the
shore crossing.
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S005-16
Table 4.2-6 has been revised in response to the comment.

S005-17
Table 4.2.6 has been revised and lists the California Coastal
Commission as the regulatory agency for the Federal Coastal Zone
Management Act.

S005-18
The cited plans are listed under Impact PS-1 in Section 4.2.7.6 and
in Appendix C3-2. The cited plans are not listed as explicit
mitigation in Table 4.2.8-1 because they are legal requirements, as
discussed in Section 4.1.1.
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S005-19
As cited in Section 4.3.2, 33 CFR § 164.46 requires that all vessels,
in commercial service, 65 feet (20 m) or greater in length or greater
than 300 GT are required to be equipped with AIS; therefore, LNG
carriers would be required to have AIS. The LB/LA VTS will be able
to identify the AIS of LNG carriers within 25 NM of the Point Fermin
lighthouse.

S005-20
The text has been revised. See Table 4.7-7.

S005-21
Table 4.7-7 contains updated information on the Coastal Zone
Management Act.

S005-22
Table 4.7-7 has been revised in response to the comment.

S005-23
Table 4.7-7 has been revised in response to the comment.

S005-24
Impact BioMar-7 in Section 4.7.4 has been revised in response to
this comment.



2004/S005

S005-25
The impact and its analysis has been revised. See Section 4.7.4
under Impact BioMar-7.

S005-26
The pipeline installation technique has been revised from the use of
HDD to HDB. See Section 2.6 for a description of offshore and
shore crossing pipeline installation. Section 4.7.4 under Impact
BioMar-2 discusses the impacts on marine biological resources
during offshore construction using HDB.

S005-27
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater, including ballast,
from thermal discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton
impact analysis (Appendix H1) includes both literature results and
data from California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations
(CalCOFI) surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available.

S005-28
See the response to Comment S005-27.

S005-29
Appendix H1, Section 4.7.1.3, and Section 4.7.4 under Impact
BioMar-3 discuss this topic.

S005-30
"Cooling Water Discharges" in Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3
discusses this topic.

S005-31
Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3 discusses this topic.

S005-32
Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3 discusses this topic.
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S005-35
Appendices D5 and H1 and Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3
discuss this topic.

S005-36
Appendix D5 and Section 2.2.2.4 discuss this topic. Section 4.20
discusses cumulative impacts within each resource issue area.

S005-37
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

S005-38
The Applicant has completed a wetland delineation (using Army
Corps of Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission
and California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions
where appropriate) identifying wetlands and waters of the United
States along the Project pipeline routes and at the proposed
metering stations. Section 4.8.4 addresses potential impacts on
wetlands. Mitigation measures presented in Section 4.8.4 have
been developed to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts on wetlands
and waters of the United States during construction activities.
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 also provide descriptions of the
waterbodies, most of which are concrete flood control channels or
agricultural drains, along the proposed pipelines and alternatives.

S005-39
The discussion of wetlands in the coastal zone in Section 4.8.1 has
been updated.
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S005-40
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure plans do not require
approval but may be reviewed by the USEPA.

S005-41
Section 4.18.2 discusses the requirements of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) under the Clean Water Act. As
stated in Section 4.18.4, the spill response plan (AM WAT-6b)
would be incorporated into the SWPPP as a requirement of the
construction storm water NPDES permit and the Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan. This measure would
also minimize impacts on wetlands and is cited in Section 4.8.4
under Impact TerrBio-3. The requirements for SPCC plans, both
onshore and offshore, are also discussed in Section 4.12.2.

S005-42
See response to Comment S005-37.

NEPA and the CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed
discussion of possible mitigation measures; however, NEPA does
not require that a complete mitigation plan be done at the time of
the EIS. In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S.
332, 109 S.Ct 1835 (1989), the court determined that "[t]here is a
fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the
one hand, and a substantive requirement that a complete mitigation
plan be actually formulated and adopted, on the other."

Under the CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project
and which may be accomplished in more than one specific way."
(State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)).

Mitigation measures throughout the EIS/EIR that require future
products, e.g., the Biological Resource Mitigation Implementation
and Monitoring Plan, contain a listing of topics that must be
addressed. These requirements are "performance standards" by
which such plans would be evaluated when practical. NEPA does
not require performance measures for proposed mitigation
measures but only requires mitigation measures to be identified (40
CFR 1502.14(f) and 1502.16(h)). The various Federal permits (e.g.,
CWA, Section 404) required for the Project may contain additional
conditions as a component of that permit. In those cases, the
issuing agency would be responsible for ensuring compliance.

S005-43



The text in Section 4.11.1 has been updated in response to this
comment.

S005-44
The text and given units in Section 4.11.1.8 have been updated in
response to this comment.

S005-45
This refers to the MM GEO-3c, not -1c, in the October 2004 Draft
EIS/EIR. The quoted section is referring to the terrestrial portion of
the project, not the offshore portion.

A high-resolution seismic survey could be planned if mandated,
depending on permits and when a vessel is available. However, the
offshore fault crossings are on the Hueneme fan deposits where
previous investigations have produced minimal results. The poor
imagery of potentially active faults is due to seabed topography, the
depositional nature of the fan deposits, and the very limited
definition of the uppermost extents of potentially active strike-slip
faults.

The seismic hazards reports by Fugro West (June 2004) and
Honegger Consulting (November 2004) demonstrated that the
crossing of the two faults by the pipelines is not a design issue,
essentially regardless of the precise location of these faults. The
pipelines can endure the design estimates of fault slippage as
currently designed.

S005-46
See the response to Comment S005-4.

S005-47
See the response to Comment S005-7.

S005-48
Geotechnical studies completed for the marine portion of the
project have included two series of piston coring programs along
the proposed route and within the proposed anchorage area.

As described in Section 4.11.4 under MM GEO-3c, future marine
geophysical and geotechnical studies are planned for the project
once the permit has been obtained. These studies are intended to
provide engineering parameters for the conditions identified during
the initial survey investigation. Engineering data of this type require
specific vessels and equipment not currently available on the West
Coast. After obtaining the permit, BHP Billliton plans to mobilize the
required vessels and equipment to obtain the necessary
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engineering data to advance the project. Due to vessel availability
and significant mobilization costs, this phase of final site work can
be scheduled only after obtaining the permit. See MM GEO-3c for
the requirements of the content of the final site investigation report.

S005-49
The primary mitigation measure for large landslide areas is to avoid
these areas. Section 4.11.4 contains additional information on this
topic.
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S005-50
Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.4 have been updated with additional
information on this topic.

S005-51
Appendices J1 and J2 are the cited reports.

S005-52
Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on
the impacts on benthic habitat from a release of bentonite drilling
muds.

S005-53
Section 4.18.2 has been revised in response to this comment.

S005-54
AMM Haz-2a from the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR has been
deleted. Used oil management is addressed in Section 2.2.2.4.
Section 4.12.2 describes the requirements for a Spill Prevention,
Control and Countermeasure Plan.

S005-55
Section 4.16.4 discusses this topic.
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S005-56
Section 4.18.2 has been revised in response to the comment.

S005-57
Section 4.18.2 has been revised in response to the comment.

S005-58
See the responses to Comments S005-4, 5, 6, and 7, respectively.
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S007-1
A Revised Draft EIR was recirculated under the CEQA for an
additional public review period of 60 days. Sections 1.4 and 1.5.3.2
contain additional information on this topic. The distribution list for
the document is provided in Appendix A.

S007-2
All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a Revised Draft EIR was recirculated
in March 2006 under the CEQA for an additional public review
period of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on
this topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

S007-3
Thank you for the information.
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S007-4
Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.13.1.3 contains information
on standards school districts must meet to qualify for State school
bond funds for the acquisition of a new school site and construction
of a new school facility. Section 4.13.1.3 contains revised text
regarding possible school sites.

Section 4.2.8 describes regulations regarding pipelines, including
the requirement to establish public education programs to prevent
and respond to pipeline emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains
information on the estimated risk of Project pipeline incidents.
Section 4.16.1.2 describes emergency planning and response
capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.
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S006-1
Section 2.3.1 discusses this topic.

S006-2
AM BioMar-3a and Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contain
information on this topic.

S006-3
Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contains information on this topic.
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S006-4
Section 4.8.3 discusses this topic.

S006-5
Section 4.8.5 discusses potential impacts on Ventura marsh
milkvetch.

S006-6
Thank you for the information.

S006-7
SoCalGas, as the Applicant's designated representative, would be
required to implement the mitigation applicable to the onshore
pipelines.

The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities.

S006-8
Section 2.2.3 describes monitoring to be conducted by the
Applicant.
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S006-9
"Wastewater Treatment and Discharge" in Section 2.2.2.6 and
Impact WAT-5a in Section 4.18.4 contain information on the
amount of gray water that would be discharged from the FSRU in
accordance with a facility-specific NPDES permit issued by the
USEPA. Section 4.18.2 contains information on the regulations with
which the Applicant would comply to treat, discharge, and/or
dispose of wastes and wastewaters.

S006-10
Section 2.2.2 describes waste management procedures.

S006-11
See the response to Comment S006-10.

S006-12
Operations on the FSRU are subject to Federal regulations.
Operations aboard the LNG carriers are subject to Federal and
international maritime law, as discussed in Section 1.3. Section
4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident and
reimbursement for local agencies.

S006-13
All aspects of the Project would have to adhere to the applicable
Federal, State, and local regulations. Section 4.12.2 discusses the
State Lempert-Keene-Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention and Response
Act of 1990, which requires vessel and marine facilities to have
marine oil spill contingency plans and to demonstrate financial
responsibility.

S006-14
Section 4.3.1.2 contains information on the expansion of the Vessel
Traffic Service at the Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach.

S006-15
LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other



vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.

S006-16
Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2 contain information on LNG
carrier security. The USCG does not anticipate routinely providing
vessel escort to the LNG carriers.

S006-17
Section 1.1 discusses Federal and State jurisdiction for the
deepwater port and associated infrastructure.

S006-18
As discussed in Appendix C3-2, under the USCG maritime security
regulations (33 CFR 105 Subpart D), LNG facilities must develop a
facility security plan, which includes requirements for safety drills
and exercises.

S006-19
Section 4.2.4.2 addresses this topic. The USCG responds to
emergencies offshore.

S006-20
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which recirculates
water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling system, except
during annual maintenance (four days for the closed loop tempered
water cooling system, and four days for the Moss tanks when the
inert gas generator [IGG] would be operating).

Because seawater would only be used as non-contact cooling
water during these maintenance activities, the volume of seawater
used would be greatly reduced. Section 2.2.2.4 describes the
proposed seawater uptakes and uses for the FSRU. Appendix D5
describes seawater intakes and discharges during Project
operations, and Appendix D6 describes the closed loop water
system and provides thermal plume modeling analysis of
discharges from the backup seawater cooling system.

When either the backup seawater cooling system or the IGG are
operating, the temperature of the discharged seawater would be
elevated above ambient temperatures no more than 20°F at the
point of discharge and would be 1.39°F at 300 m from the point of
discharge during the worst case scenario. These thermal
discharges would comply with the California Thermal Plan (see
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Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 and Appendix D6).

Ballast water would only be made up of ocean water. Freshwater
would be discharged. The discharge of the volume of freshwater
generated on the FSRU is not likely to affect salinity.

S006-21
The USCG would have the authority to inspect vessels, and the
USEPA would issue permits for discharges from the FSRU. Table
6.1-1 identifies the regulatory agency responsible for enforcement
of each mitigation measure cited in the EIS/EIR.

2004/S006



2004/S006

S006-22
Section 4.12.2 discusses regulatory requirements concerning
hazardous materials.

S006-23
Impact PS-1 and PS-3 in Section 4.2.7.6 presents emergency
procedures, as well as measures to minimize public safety impacts,
in case of an incident or damage at the deepwater port or offshore
pipelines. Impacts PS-3 and PS-4 in Section 4.2.7.6 present
emergency procedures, as well as measures to minimize public
safety impacts, in case of an incident or damage to offshore and
onshore pipelines.

S006-24
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.

S006-25
The projected FSRU in-service life is a maximum of 40 years.
Environmental conditions and specific impacts 40 years from now
are not reasonably foreseeable. As noted in Section 2.8,
supplemental NEPA/CEQA documentation, which would take into
consideration the environmental conditions at the time, would be
required prior to the decommissioning of the FSRU. Also as noted
in Section 2.8, as part of the license approval, the DWPA requires
each applicant to furnish a bond or demonstrate other proof that if
the project is abandoned then sufficient monies would be available
for either completion or demolition of the project.
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S001-1
Thank you for the information. Section 4.17.2 discusses this topic.

If the Applicant receives a license for the deepwater port from
MARAD and a lease from CSLC, the Applicant and its designated
representatives would be required to adhere to all applicable local,
State, and Federal laws, regulations, and permit requirements in
the execution of all phases of the Project.

S001-2
The Project would have to meet all the applicable Federal and
State regulations. As part of the NPDES permit, a stormwater
pollution prevention plan would be required. The Applicant or its
designated representative have also committed to use SoCalGas
Stormwater Best Management Plans. Sections 4.18.2, 4.18.4,
2.7.2, and 4.8.4 contain more information on this topic.

S001-3
See the response to Comment S001-1.

S001-4
See the response to Comment S001-1.

S001-5
Thank you for the information. Section 4.17.4 under Impact-2
discusses this topic.
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